
on state websites on PCB haz.ards (1~1ble 2) also indicates tlrn t states typ.ically do not have requirements for o.r in most cases 

even provjde guidance on testing or inspecdons for PCB ha'iatds ,o school ys,ems or the public.1he internet search survey 

identified only five states - C onnecticut, Massachusetts, l'vlinnesota, New J ersey, and Vermo nt - that directly prov:ide some 

sort of testing guidance for schools (or guida11ce tha, is generally applicabk w any state agency) and one srnte, Tennessee, 

that provided link;, to other websites where testing information H'M available. 'lhe only state with an .identifiable testing 

or inspection requiremen t is Connecticut. bur the requiremenx is tied w fund ing of poremial comrruction projects within 

a school and i~ no t ,l general requirement to teH all schools for P CBs. 

Titb!,0 2s A-vailahility of PCB i1 fon.>1atio11 011 state wcb,ites. Result, f!f' inti!rnet ,erm h/or informati.on on 0,'lirial ;;tatt i i.J<1bsiks 
··· ···-· ·· - ·········· ···-· ·· - ·········· ···-· ·· - ·········· ···-· ·· - ·········· ···-· ·· - ·········· ···-· ·· - ·········· ···-· ·· - ·········· ···-· ·· - ·········· ···-· ·· - ·········· ···- ··· - ·········· ···- ··· - ·········· ···- ··· - ·········· ···- ···-. 

011 PCRs in school,. A ✓ indicates that itr0nnation i,· dirertlv avai lable an ,m official state Qor,,•nmnm t wehsitr1, and 11 ,/ huff -,... .. ..(,. t., 

rn tes that il~f?rmation iY a~1ailable through lhd·s to athn w eb.~ites, most gmemt'!y thf' U)J. Er1:vi roiimmt:1 / Protectior: Ager.er, 

and iW .x indicate., that i11farmaiion was 1wt rer;t!ily av.1ilaNe. 

I General Testing 
: 

Reporttng Disposal PCBs tn I PCBs in 
! 

I Information Guidance : Guid ance ! Guidance Ballast I Caulk 

Alabama X .le: )( X ! X X 

Alaska 
! 

,I .IC, X X i .l( X 

Arizona X X X .x. i J( X 
··-··--· -· ··-T···-··· ··--···-

Arkansas X X X X ! X X 
-------··i- · ---

Californ ia ✓ 
! 

✓ X X .x ! JC 
i 

Colorado X i X X X 
! 

i X X 

Connecticut ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓' 
! 

✓- ✓ 

Delaware X X X .x. ! X .1( 
: 

District of Columbia X !(, X .x .)( X 
---------- - - ---

Florida ✓ ---L--- X. X ✓ ✓ JC 
------------- --- ----- - ---------- ---------- - - ------------ ------- - ---------- -- --- ---- ---------- -- ------------ --------

Georgia X I X X X X X 

Hawaii X 
I 

X X X ! J( j( ! 
' 

Idaho ,l( i X .)( ✓ ! ✓ X i 
Ill inois ,/ ______ j .x X ✓ __________ ! _ _ ✓ )t 

-- - ---

Indiana ✓ ! X X .x ! .l( X 
···- ··--···-···-··--···- ···-··--· -· .. ------.. -· .. -·-r· .. -· .. ------.. -· .. - ··-t· .. --... ··------
Iowa JC X X X X X 

Kansas X X X ✓ I J( )( 

Kentucky X X X ✓ J( X 

Louisiana X X X >C X X 

Maine X X X .x. X X 
-·-----------·-----------·------- --·-- ---------·--+------·-- ----·----·-- --- -----·- -------

Maryland ✓ I X X X J( X 

Massachusetts .,1 I ✓ X v' ✓- ✓ 

Michigan X X X ✓ ✓ X 

Minnesota ✓ ! ✓ ✓ ✓ ' ✓ ✓ i i 
Mississippi ✓ i X X ✓ 

: 
✓ ✓ i ---------------------- ---- ----------

___ __,__ ________ 
--------
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Missouri X X X X X 

Montana X X X X X X 

Nebraska X X X X X X 

Nevada X X X X X X 

New Hampshire ✓ X X X X X 

New Jersey ✓ ✓ 

New Mexico X X ✓ X X 

New York ✓ X X ✓ ✓ 

North Carolina ✓ X X X X X 

North Dakota X X ✓ 

Ohio X X X ✓ X X 

Oklahoma X X X X 

Oregon ✓ X ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Pennsylvania X X X X X X 

Rhode Island X X X X 

South Carolina ✓ X X ✓ X X 

South Dakota X X X X X 

Tennessee ✓ X 

Texas ✓ X X ✓ X X 

Utah X X X X X 

Vermont ✓ ✓ X X ✓ ✓ 

Virginia ✓ X X X X ✓ 

Washington ✓ X X ✓ X 

West Virginia X X X X X X 

Wisconsin ✓ X X ✓ X X 

Wyoming ✓ X X ✓ ✓ X 

./\bsem a requirement to test or inspect schools fi"lr PCB contamination, the discovery of PCB hazards in schools 

occurs by chance and differs from case to case. In most cases, PCB hazards are fi·mnd afrer an exposure event occurs, during 

renovations, or prior to school demolition. In addition, there have been cases in which parents, teachers, or staff insisted a 

school test for PCB hazards or performed their own testing, 'There are even examples of school districts publically stating 

that the EPA advises school not to test frir PCBs, as is the case for \Vorcester, l\ilassachusetts just this year:"' 'lhe Hiorcester 

Telegram and Gazetlf reported, ''According to ,he School Department., ,he EPA advises schools not to test for PCBs," 

1he EP./\ provided 17 cases in which ,he PCB hazard was specifically reported as being from fluorescent. light 

ballast.31 Of those 17, only one case was clearly inicia,ed through a preventative and systemic testing of a school district. 

The Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) collaborated with the EPA in 2015 to develop guidelines in order to 

upgrade its lighting, first by surveying all school buildings for PCB-containing fluorescent light ballast, then by creating 

a clear plan to remove all identified PCB-containing lighting, ultimately approving $30 million to replace nearly 40,000 

PCB--containing fluorescent light ballast. 

remainder of the cases, 

A concerned parent or other unplanned event caused the initiation of the 

While a leaking PCB -containing ballast is a clear sign of a potential PCB hazard and the basis of many parent-· led 
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reporting of potemial PCB hazards, PCB-containing caulk is not readily identifiable by visual inspection.34,35 'vVhile there 

may be cases of schools proactively testing caulk for PCBs, the cases identified in this report were frmnd because a parent 

or teacher reported something out of the ordinary or because there were several reports of similar but unusual health issues 

vvithin a schooL For example: 

@ 1he New York City Public Schools case began in 2008 when a group of parents and concerned 

citizens provided test results of caulk from schools to the EPA and the iVew lork Daily 11/ews. 

Ultimately, a la,vsuit filed by the New 'fork Lavvyers for the Public Interest compelled New York 

Ci,y Schools m conduct a pilot study and test a subset of schools. A more detailed account of the 

New York City Schools case is provided on page 25. 

@ In Lexing;ton, lVIassr,chusetts, an article in lhe Boston G!obe1" prompted parents to request informr,tion 

regarding the status of PCB hazards within the city's schook"Ihis led to the testing of caulk within 

the schools, where PCBs above allowable levels of 50 ppm were found (this case is included on 

lrfJage .15).37 

@ In Newburgh, New York, a parent notified the EPA in 2013 ofleaking fluorescent light ballast 

that led to prioritization of the school for lighting replacement. 

@ 1he 2005 case in Yorktown Heights, New lr"lrk involved a parent who concinuously pushed for 

the school to address concerns about possible PCB hazards after independently testing scraps of 

caulk found on the school grounds revealed levels of PCBs above 50 ppm. This led to the school 

district removing the PCB -containing caulk from the school. The Yorktown Heights case is 

highlighted on page 2S. 

@ 1he 2013 case in VIalibu, California began with the reporting of illnesses within the school. In 

lVIalibu, several teachers reported concurrent diagnoses of thyroid cancer (an increased risk f(."Jf 

thyroid cancer has been linked to PCB exposure).38 'vVhen PCBs were found in the caulk, EPA 

did not enforce removal and instead agreed that the school did not need to test any further caulk 

in the area where it was found. 30 In l\!larch 2015 legal action under TSCNs citizen suit provision 

was ta ken against the school district, which ultimately required the testing and removal of all PCBs 

from two schools (details of this case are induded 0 n page 14).40 

@ In the 2015 case in l\!lonroe, \Vashington several teachers and students reported mysterious illnesses. 

"Ihis led to the discovery of several fluorescent lights with PCB--containing ballast around the school 

that had leaked over many years. After the EPA got involved, the school hired a consulrnnt ,hat 

found PCB-comaining caulk in the school as welL In 1\!Iay 2016 the school submitted a plan to 

EPA to replace the caulk and remove PCB-containing light fixtures by September 2016. 

@ In son1e cases, PCB hazards are not discovered until schools are slated for demolition. For example, 

l\!lon,gomery County Schools in ?v1aryland had several cases in which PCBs were discovered 

during due diligence sampling prior to demolition. 

Absent a systemic inspection and testing efF)rt, the identification of PCB hazards in schools will continue to rely 

on chance, highly engaged parents and teachers, or the discovery of avoidable exposures or illnesses after they occur, and 

potential PCB hazards are all but certain to remain undetected in schools across H 
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Lexington, Massachusetts 
Joseph Estabrook Elementary school was built in thl'.' early 1960s in Lexington, Massachusetts.98 Nearly 50 years bter, 

in 2009, th e EPA publically released guidance regarding PC'Bs in caulk in buildings built between 1950 and 1979.90,wo 

A The Boston Glob;; artide on PCBs caused parent·s ·within t'he T,)wn ofLesingt<:m m pnsh for testing of PCBs in chei.r 

town's schools. The town subsequently conrrncted a ream from Envirnnmenral Heah-h and Engineering to tesr the caulk in 

Esrn.bwok for PCBs.1he surface tests revealed some samples of caulk with PCB ,x,nccntrntions above 50 ppm, the. ma.-xim\.lm 

acceptable standard under TSCA.1he town requested further air sampli ng, which aho re,realcd PCB concentrations in 

the air abovl'.' the EPA'.s advised maximum.10 ; 1he town worked q\1ickly with the EPA to remove the contaminated caulk 

in rhe rooms with dangerous-levels of PCB.s. '02 

'Ihe to,vn, in cooperation ·with the EPA, ser a target air c:oncentrarion at which children six years old would be safr at 

or below 230 nan.()grams per cubk mecer (ng/m3) .
100 11iis kvd is based on the youngest st\Hlents in the school and length 

of time spent in the c.hssroorn, r,s per EPA'.s guidan.~:e. fo considering ,he uncerrainty in a si.ugle air tesr, the sdiool d is.:rict 

and ~be environmental consulting group hired by the school further decided that only classrooms in which a single air tes~ 

had PCB levels below 75% of the target level (173 ng/m3) would not require further testing or follo-wup. 

vVhen air samples srilJ measured PCBs above 230 ng/m3 after the contaminated caulk was removed, the tow11 scaled 

die remaining lnrerior caulking and flushed the school with air from the outside, per EPA recommendation. Estabrook 

dosed for a full week $Urrounding Labor Day in 2010 until the process wa$ complete. 104 'Ihe town continued to take air 

samples regularly and n.dhere to EPA'.s best management practices for ventilation at1d cle,1ning thoroughly for the next 

year. s~ich ,esting revealed mixed results as PCB air co.ncentrai:ions in most of the school ·were largely reduced below the 

target 2:30 ng/m3 but' specific rooms and areas stil.l conrnined higher ,rnd unsafe concentra!'ions.1050106 U lt.imarely, the rown 

decided to tear down the original building and builc a new Estabrook Elementary School that welcomed srudents in 

time for rhe 2014-15 school year.1his marks rhe first time in the United States that a ,;chool was tom down due to PCB 

contam.inacion. 107 

'Jhrougho\lt the process, rhe to'\-vn communic,1ted its .finding$, options for how to proceed, and EPA recommend,irions 

and procedures to pnrents, guardians, n.nd teachersH~ through c.ommun.ity meetings, direct mailings, press releases, and t.i1 

F.A.Q_page on 1.he sdi<Xll websire.109,H 0,111 

ln 2012, the 'fow,t of Lexington filed suit in the U.S. District Court in Boston against M.onsanto Company (the sole 

producer of PCBs),Pharmacia Corporation,and Pec<>ra Corporation, the wmpanies that made and distributed r.he PC.Bs, 

and ,1lso sought class action status.112 111e suit daimed that ,he producers of PCBs should have kn.own the healt'h r:isks of 

using PCBs in construction materials and failed to provide adeguatc warni11gs, and ~ought to have Nlonsanto reimburse 

Massachuserts school districts for the dcanup113
,
11

·' In 2015, the court rejected the clas~ action certificarion and also the 

suit itself, ruling that Congress did not outlaw PCBs un.til 1979 and that Lexington did not provide sufficient evidence 

that Monsanto knew of the dangers of the substance before it was banned. 115 
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